Message

From:

Sent:
To:

CC:

Subject:

Jackson, Ryan [/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=38BC8E18791A47D88A279DB2FEC8BD60-JACKSON, RY]
6/18/2018 3:28:08 PM

Hewitt, James [/o=Exchangelabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=41b19dd598d340bb8032923d902d4bd1-Hewitt, Jam]

Block, Molly [fo=Exchangelabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=60d0c681a16441a0b4falbaa2dd4ahb9cs-Block, Moll]; Konkus, John
[/o=Exchangelabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=555471b2baa6419%e8e141696f4577062-Konkus, Joh]

Re: Obama Official Supporting Science Transparency

Personal Matters / Ex. 6

Ryan Jackson

Chief of

Staff

OnJun 18, 2018, at 11:22 AM, Hewitt, James <hgwittiames@epa.gov> wrote:

Ryan,

Molly spotted this earlier today. Thought you might be interested.

From: Block, Molly

Sent: Monday, June 18, 2018 8:13 AM

To: Abboud, Michael <agbboud.michasl@epa.gov>; Beach, Christopher <beach.christopher@epa.gov>;
Daniell, Kelsi <ganisil kelsi@epa.gov>; Ferguson, Lincoln <fergusorulincoln@epa.zov>; Hewitt, James
<hewith.iames@epa.gov>; Konkus, John <kgnkus.iohn®epa.sov>; Wilcox, Jahan

<wilcon ishan@®epa.gov>

Subject: Obama Official Supporting Science Transparency

httos: fwww theregreview org/ 201 8/06/ 18 /dudlev-increasing-enas-soientific-transparency/

Susan Dudley directs the George Washington University Regulatory Studies Center and served from
2007 to 2009 as the Administrator of the Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs within the Office
of Management and Budget.

Increasing EPA’s Scientific
Transparency
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7.

Despite concerns, environmental agency’s “transparent science” proposed rule supports existing
guidelines.

The Regulatory Review
6/18/18

Contrary to what the strong reactions to the 115, Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) “transparent
science” proposal might suggest, the proposal is not as dramatic as either supporters or

detractors irmply. Its core principles actually conform with guidelines adopted by previous
administrations.

Principle #1: EPA will clearly identity and make publicly available the studies and science relied on for
significant requlatory actions. When the {fice of information and Resulatory Afalrs(OIRA) tallies up the
estimated benefits of all federal regulations, EPA’s rules compose 65 percent to 80 percent of the total.
Given the significance of these estimates, documenting and making available for public review the
underlying science supporting them is essential, as previous administrations have acknowledged.

In 2009, President Barack Obama issued a memorandum to agencies that encouraged “transparency in
the preparation, identification, and use of scientific and technological information in policymaking” and
affirmed that “scientific and technological information...should ordinarily be made available to the

agencies to make publicly available any relevant peer-reviewed studies that provide support for or
contradict estimated effects.

Principle #2: EPA will rmiake dose-response data and models underlying pivotal regulatory science publicly
available for independent validation. The selection of the model used to estimate responses to
exposures to contaminants can have significant impacts on estimated regulatory benefits. In 2007, OIRA
and the Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) ohssarved that a “high degree of transparency
with respect to data, assumptions, and methods will increase the credibility of the risk analysis, and will
allow interested individuals, internal and external to the agency, to understand better the technical
basis of the analysis.”

technical information, consistent with privacy and classification standards.” President Obama’s science
advisor, John Holdren, instructed agencies to “expand and promote access to scientific and
technological information” —including data and models underlying regulatory proposals—“by making it
available online in open formats.”

EPA’s proposal to make the data and models underlying its pivotal regulatory science public
also ¢onforms with developments in scholarly journals. In 2013, for example, Naturs took steps to
ensure it reported key methodological details and prompted “authors to be transparent,” by, for

data more open, easier to access, more discoverable, and more thoroughly documented.”

EPA’s proposal staies that it would consider information to be ““publicly available in a manner sufficient
for independent validation’ when it includes the information necessary for the public to understand,

..............................

and validation that underscores the scientific method. The proposal conforms with OMB’s 2002
information quality guidelines, which reguire that significant information disseminated to the public be
“‘capable of being substantially reproduced’...subject to an acceptable degree of imprecision.”

Principle #3: EPA will describe and document its assumptions and methods and show how sensitive

communicate scientific and technological findings to the public “by including a clear explication of
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underlying assumptions; accurate contextualization of uncertainties; and a description of the
probabilities associated with both optimistic and pessimistic projections, including best-case and worst-
case scenarios where appropriate.”

Documentation and sensitivity analysis are important, because assumptions and judgments become
embedded in predictions of health risk under different policy options and can—intentionally or not—

these assumptions and estimating how predicted outcomes vary with alternative assumptions and
judgments, could greatly improve the transparency and quality of EPA’s decisions. As a group of 19

primary estimate is to assumptions, data, and models, and the range of outcomes possible under
reasonable alternative analytic assumptions should raise questions.”

Principle #4: EPA will explicitly consider high-quality studies that offer new dose response information
that may allow the agency to move away from default assumptions. In estimating adverse effects of
theory and observation suggest that thresholds exist below which further reductions in exposure do not
yield changes in mortality response. More accurate dose-response functions, however, are elusive. The
default linear no-threshold assumption is convenient in that it allows EPA to estimate incremental
health improvements in proportion to estimated reductions in exposure, but, if the assumption is
inaccurate, it can lead to under- or over-estimates of risks at relevant exposure levels and to a
misallocation of resources.

EPA’s proposed commitment to consider research that can help clarify the effect of low-dose exposure
to key pollutants would not only improve short-term policy outcomes, but the commitment would also
provide incentives for researchers to devote attention and resources to exploring and reducing this key
uncertainty.

Principle #5: EPA will conduct independent peer review on all pivotal requlatory science used to support
regulatory decisions. Peer review represents a fundamental component of the scientific process and
EPA’s proposed approach conforms with OMB’s 2004 guidelines to all federal agencies and departments
on using external peer review. When engaging experts in peer review, EPA should also consider the
recommendations of recent interdisciplinary efforts in the context of scientific advisory panels. Such
advisors can provide a necessary and valuable source of information and peer review for agency science,
but care should be taken in both the composition of the panels and the charges they are given.

Principle #6: EPA will apply practices to protect privacy and confidentiality of

information. EPA acknowledgzes concerns that increased transparency and public access to data may risk
ints to practices at other federal
agencies and in scientific publishing that can ensure the protection of confidential or personally
identifiable information. Depending on the situation and sensitivity of the information, data can be
shared through a range of measures that allow access for replication and validation purposes while
protecting personally identifiable information.

In conclusion, EPA’s proposed rule attempts to balance the competing public goals of ensuring policy
decisions are transparent and based on the best available science, while protecting privacy and
improve the evidentiary basis for EPA’s regulatory policies and thus improve regulatory outcomes by
targeting resources where the largest benefits can be achieved.

Constructive public comment on this proposal will be essential. As President Obama’s science advisor
once ghiserved, “Open communication among scientists and engineers, and between these experts and
the public, accelerates scientific and technological advancement, strengthens the economy, educates
the nation, and enhances democracy.”
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